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Opening Statement

Through the efforts of the USDA Forest Service and the National Association of State Foreslers
the Urban and Community Forestry Program has evolved from managing street trees to
understanding the role of trees in our urban ccosystems. As national leaders, we have recognized
that the management of our urban forests is essential for environmental quality and the social
well-being of people. As we prepare to enter the 217 Century, the problems of our urban
environments demand solutions. These solutions can be found in an ecological approach to
managing our urban forests. The interrelationship of people, trees, forests, green spaces, and
other associated natural resources are the lifeblood of these systems.

The management of these valuable forest resources can not be accomplished by federal and state
Forestry personnel working alone. Our foresters need to involve local community leaders,
voluntesr groups and community members and jointly develop management programs. In turmn,
farestry professionals must involve soil scientists, arborists, horticulturists, landscape architects,
planners, sociologists and many others to provide the expertise necessary to manage these unique

forest resources.

The Urban and Community Forestey Program provides communities with an opportunity to
protect and maintain their valuable forest resources, Benefits associated with this natural resource
include: energy savings, carbon storage, enhanced real-estate values, reduced heat island effects,
recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, visual barriers and many other environmental,
aesthetic, sociological and economic improvements. The management of these valuable forests
will enable current community leaders to pass on to future generations the many benefits that
come from a sustainable urban and community forest.

The advancements that have occurred in the field of urban and community forestry could not
have been accomplished were it not for the work done by foresters, resource managers and
community leaders beginning in the late 1960"s and continuing to teday. The efforts and
foresight of these practitioners have enabled communities to enjoy the many benefits derived
from healthy and viable urban and community forests.

Mo one organization can meet the needs of all of our communities. Cooperation between all
levels of government is the key to a suceessful program. This report reviews the history of urban
and community forestry and spells out what it will take for all Americans to enjoy sustainable
tree resources in their community, With your help urban and unity forestry can become i
tradition in every community.

e WG 1 2 o
Larry Payne Faul D, Frey "

Acting Deputy Chief for President, Mational Association
State and Private Forestry of State Foresters
USDA- Forest Service
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Forestry: A Community Tradition

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There are more than 6% million acres of urban forests associated with the nation’s 43,000 communities,
and in which reside nearly 80 percent of the nation's population. These forests provide tremendous
ecological, economic and social benefits vital to everyone, Currently, more than 3,200 communitics
participate in urban forestry programs and nearly 400,000 volunteers have been involved 1n vanous
aspects of the United States Forest Secvice, State and Private Forestry Urban and Community Forestry
Program. The urban and community forestry movement has matured over the last 15 years from
managing street trees to understanding the benefits of trees in urban ecosystems. This report highlights
the accomplishments of the urban and community foresiry movement; cxamines the trends in urban and
community forestry; evaluates the economie, ecological, environmental, and social values of forests and
trees to communities; and makes recommendations for federal, state and local governments, and the
private sector, to enhance urban and community forests, The recommendations arc:

|. Foster strong partnerships between federal, state, local and private sectors in implementing the
MNational Strategic Plan for urban and community forestry.

2. Establish national, regional, and local initiatives and incentives that assist commanities in the
implementation of an ecosystem-based management of urban and community forest resources. Use
modern technology {i.e., Geographic Information System and Global Position System) to enhance
our vision of future urban and community forests.

3. Develop long-term cost-effective management plans for urban and community forests at state and
local levels to maximize coological, economic, and social benefits of urban and commumnity forest
PESOUICES,

4. Increase the budget for management, educafion, and research in urban and community forestry at
federal, state and local levels.

5. Develop and promote national, regional and local education programs in urban and communily
forestry to increase public awareness and participation,

. Encourage and support institutions of higher education and professional organizations to offer
urban forestry degrees and related programs and to provide and train urban forestry professionals
1o meel the national demand for managing urban forest resources.

7. Continue to support and expand urban foresiry research and demaonstration projects. Increase
funding for urban and community forestry research and technology transfer as prioritized in the
Mational Research Agenda for 1990s.



8. Support and promote citizen-based volunteer organizations nationwide and recognize their roles in
successful implementation and management of urban and community forestry programs for vital

and healthy urban ecosysiems.

9. Develop strategies to encourage all communities to recycle, reduce, and reuse urban waste wood.

10). Develop disaster preparcdness and mitigation strategies at the conmunity level w reduce the cost
associated with natural disasters.
Forestry is a community tradition. To keep it a tradition, the recommendations made in this report need

to be implemented, Such action could stimulate all communities to develop and enhance forest
management programs and help to achieve vital communities through healthy ecosystems.




Purpose

The United States has more than 69 million acres of urban forests that are associated with the
nation's 45,000 communities, and in which reside nearly 80 percent of the nation’s population.
Urban and community forests are comprised of street trees, apen space, patches of forested
arcas, trees in institutional properties, municipal parks, playgrounds, yvards, and trees along
highways. These forests are vital o millions of Americans. Urban and community forestry
programs have matured over the last 15 years from managing street trees 1o understanding the
benefits of trees in urban ecosystems.

This assessment:

» Highlights the accomplishments of the urban and community forestry movement

o [Examines the trends in urban and community forestry
= Evaluates the economie, ecological, environmental, and social values of forests and trees to

communities
o DMdakes recommendations for federal, state, and local governments, and the private sector 1o

enhance wrban and community foresis
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History

Urban and community forestry is an integral part of U.3, history. The tradition began when the
first public shade tree planting was completed along the roadway between Boston and Roxbury
in 1646. In the 18th century, William Penn, proprietor of Pennsylvania, required that when
clearing land, one acre in every five be left in trees. In 1791, Pierre L Enfant designed roads in
Washington, D.C., in a radial pattern and lined them with trees. By the 1850s, Frederick Law
Olmstead’s design for Central Park emphasized the importance of open space (Johnston 1975).
The late 18005 marked the passage of varions state legislation allowing municipalilies to spend
public funds for arboriculture, the planting and maintenanee of city shade trees (Massachusetts
1299). The importance of tree planting and care was formally recognized with the creation of
Arbor Day in 1872,

A true national program did not develop until the 1960z, In 1962, the President’s Cutdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission {ORREC) included urban forestry information. In
1965, the White House Conference on National Beauty was cslablished as Ladvybird Johnson
actively pursued a nationwide beautification campaign. In this climate, then Deputy Chief of the
Forest Service, Philip Thomton, advocated an active urban forestry program, and in 1967, a
USDA Forest Service interdepartmental task force presented a landmark report: A Proposed
Program for Urban and Community Forestry.

The Coopcrative Forest Management Act, as amended in 1972, authonzed the urban and
community forestry program, but funding was not provided. The Cooperative Forestry Assistant
Act of 1978 expanded the federal govemment commitment to urban forestry by authorizing the
Secretary of Agriculture to provide financial, and related assistance to State Foresters to
encourage states to provide information and technical assistance to local governments, An
allocation of $3.5 million was made to provide urban and community forestry assistance in 1978,
However, the commitment to urban forestry on the part of the federal government did not change
for more than a decade, and in fact declined to 1.5 million in 1984 (Casey and Miller 1988). The
national commitment to urban forestry by the federal government was part of the 1990 Farm Bill
which fundamentally changed this nation’s approach to managing urban and community forests.

In 1990, Congress adapted a 10-year tree planting initiative proposed by President George Bush.
The President's America the Beautiful program became a national tree program. The Amenca the
Beautiful Act of 1990 was aimed at planting and improving irees in every rural area, town, and
city across the country (USDA Forest Service 1991). Section 1219, Urban and Community
Forestry Assistance, amended the basic law, 16 11.8.C. 2105, the Cooperative Forestry
Assistance Act, to:
« Expand the authority of the Forest Service to work with states to administer grants and
technical assistance.
Raise funding from $2.7 million in 1990 to $23 million in 1993,
Create a 15-member Mational Urban and Community Forestry Advisory Council (NUCFAC)
appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture.
+ Establish the National Tree Trust Foundation.



The Mational Tree Trust (NTT), & non-profit tree planting foundation, was cstablished.
Designated by President Bush to receive the support of the U5, Congress, the NTT 15 designed
to mobilize volunteers, promote civie involvement, and bring corporate and civie institutions
together in support of local tree planting and preservation.

To fulfill the mandate of the 1990 Farm Bill calling for a national urban forestry research plan,
the USDA Forest Service undertook an assessment of research needs and objectives in urban
forestry. The Forest Service enlisted the assistance of the Intemational Society of Arboriculture
{ISA) to help achieve its legislative mandate for a national research agenda. In October 1991, a
Mational Rescarch Agenda for Urban Forestry in the 19%0s was published, which included
research needs for the 1990s, the research agenda for urban forestry, and the recommended
priorities for new and expanded research efforts in urban forestry (ISA 1991),

The US Congress raised the appropriation for urban and community forestry 10 521 million in
1991, These funds helped to create an urban forestry coordinator position i all 50 states plus the
Dristrict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the islands of the Pacific; to set up
state urban forestry councils in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Guam and Puerto Rico;
and to establish the capacity to promote volunteer activities related to planting, maintaining or
protecting the urhan forest resource (Schoeneman and Doyle 1992),

The MNational Strategic Plan for urban and commumity forestry was completed by the NUCFAC
in 1993, An accompanying Action Plan which breaks the Strategic Plan into implementation
steps was completed in March 1994, To sirengthen cooperation and coordmation among the
MWUCFAC, State Foresters, nonprofits, municipal and other professional organizations, the
USDA Forest Service developed a strategic dircction to address urban and community forestry
issues and opportunities. This strategie direction entitled “Urban and Commumty Forestry on
Course into the Future: Vital Community through Healthy Ecosystem™ provides guidance for
Farest Service Urban and Community Forestry efforts through the yvear 2005 (USDA Forest
Service 19H6]),

The importance of urban and community forestry was well recognized by the 7" American Forest
Congress in 1996 and the issues were strongly addressed in the Congress’s vision elements and
principles. (Sce page 34.)



Highlights of National Accomplishments

Az a result of urban forcstry programs throughout the nation, communities have been improved
and are becoming more livable. Tree planting, care and maintenance activities involve lecal
citizens that they can make a difference in their communities. Urban forestry has served as 2
catalyst to engage local citizens in the management of their local resources. This empowerment
has enabled citizen groups to expand their involvement to many other issues that effect their
communitics. More than 8,200 communities participate in urban foresiry programs and nearly
400,000 valunteers have been involved in urban and community forestry programs nationwide
(IJSDA-FS 1998), The USDA Forest Service working cooperatively with State Foresters
provides national leadership in the management of natural resources in the urban and community
epvironment. With the assistance of federal funding and national guidance, State Forestry
agencics, non-profit citizen voluntcer groups, conservation and professional organizations,
engage more than 7,000 community-based, volunteer organizations in making posilive changes
in their communities through improvement ofthe nation’s urban and community forests, The
detailed national accomplishments were documented by the NUCFAC reports and reports of
USDA Forest Serviee {Schoeneman 1996 and USDA-FS 1998).




Issues and Trends

Population and Demographics

Urban and community forests are found in the more than 45,000 communities where people live
and work, This includes both incorporated cilies, as well as unincomporated suburbs, villages,
and in some cases subdivisions. With 252 million people, the ULS, growth rate is about 194 per
year (Murdock 1995). Nearly 80% of the U.S. population live in urban areas.

The population of the United States is migrating internally from the Northeast and Midwest to
the South and West. Minority populations are growing more rapidly than Anglo populations.
More than 30% of the total population change over the last decade was due to immigration.
Additionally, the population is aging and projected to have higher proportions of females
{Murdock 1995).

Each vear, thousands of acres of rural land is converted to urban uses. Development 1s
encroaching on many of our remaining open spaces. Development pressure in the wildland and
urban fringes causes loss in forest cover and biodiversity and associated problems with air and
water quality, wildlife habitat, and so on. Additionally, inner city environmental conditions are
declining as residents move out and investments decline, Economic stress and secial stability, as
well as environmental pressures are causing significant decling in urban forest health, Moll and
Young (1992) report that more street trees die than are planted each year and the average life
span of a downtown tree is only thirteen years, Budget cuts and significant backlogs of
maintenance work help create unhealthy forest conditions.
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Issne Starement

Urban and community forests provide many benefits such as energy savings, carbon storage,
enhanced real estate values, reduced heat island effects, recreational opportunitics, wildlife
hahitat, visual barriers, and many other environmental, aesthetic, sociological and economic
benefits. These forests affect the lives of millions of people living in these communities and are
where a majority of our eitizens live, work and play. Maintaining urban forest health and
sustainability is 2 long-term, difficult task.

Dutch clm disease, gypsy moth, blight, drought, fire, storms, pollution, loss of biodiversity and
construction damage are just a few of the stresses placed on our aging community forests, This
stress may be observed in small towns as well as large metropolitan cities. Urban and
community forest health decling has been a gradual result of a variety of resource, financial,
jurisdictional, ecological, and management problems that are now reaching crisis proportions.

In many larger citics, people may feel further remeved from understanding the values that urban
trees provide. Trees arc a low priority in city budgets becavse their benefits have not been
measured, understood, and communicated by leaders, Given the virtues of an urban forest, one
might think that such ecosystems are carefully protected. But in the last several years, shrinking
municipal budgets have produced a crisis for our nation’s urban forests. Downsizing of local
governments has led (o drastic cuts in spending for urban forest management and shifts in
management control of the urban program. These cuts reduced the ability of urban foresters to
care for urban trecs, particularly to maintain adequate inspection and pruning schedules, and Lo
guard against pests and diseases. Also, cuts in budget first and foremest, slash the tree planting

PrOErams.,




Trends

The MNational Strategic Plan (NUCFAC 1993} galls for establishrment of
gnstainable wrban and community forests and improwed coosystems. The
challenge facing urban and community forestry’s future is to encourage all
sizes of towns and cilics to properly plant, mambam and preseree trees m
greatly increasing numbers to help provide cooler summer air, warnmer
hames in winter, cleanar air and water, quieter streets, more peaceful
neighborhoods, more community Jobs, stronger urban eoonormies, and an
overall improved and expanded community environment, To be
successiul, the National Stratezic Plan hag developed six steategies,
including public cutreach, municipal and volunteer programs, career traiming, funding, rescanch,
and private and public parincrships along with the Action Plan (NUCFAC 1994). The health of
the nation’s urhan and community forests depends on successtul exccution of the plan.

The USDA Forest Service's Urban and Community Forestry Program Slrategic Direction
developed in 1996 will serve as 3 major driving force to ensure the suceessful implementation of
the Mational Strategic Plan. “Vital communities through healthy ecosystems® is the thrust of
ihe program emphasis for the Forest Service strategy o address wban and community forestey
management issues.

The Mational Association of State Foresters” (NASF) Pasition Statement developed in 1994 calls
for “an ecolozical approach to urban and community forestry management.” The
interrelationship of people, trees, forests, green spaces and other associated natwral resources of
our wrban areas are the lifeblood of urban systems. Federal, state and local governments working
in partnership with community leaders, local businesses and volunteer groups must rise to the
challenge of integrating urban and community forest resources managemaent into community
planning, park management, development and fiseal structure through an interdisciplinary team
approach. Communitics must develop a stewardship ethic that focuses on conserving, developing
and maintaining functional, sustainable urban and community forest ecosystem. The adoption of
an eeological approach in managing oue urban forests will result i sustamable environments,
but, more importantly, it will improve the living conditions for the citizens of our nation's

communitics (MASF 1904).

A vision of {he fetuee weban zod conmmunity feresiry should bez

*  Lstablish sustainable oeban focests for all communitics. These forests will provide jobs, healthizr cooroniigs,
stTonger commuTtines, atd itproved coosysters,

+  Imtegrate the naneal ecoayatern into the built infrastmecture, Account for eoosysiem bewefig in the plannang,
dezign, erginecring, maintenance, and funding process 10 achieve sustainable urban commuonitics.

+  DBxpamd regearch and new technology that belp ws o quantify the values of e uiban forest and to articulate
fheze values to improve public policy and dedzcated fundig.
Continue to strategically plan biological diversity in e wrban ecosystenm.
Advaeate healthy, sustainable wrban ecogysiems throvgh citizen stewardship, and public cducation to strengthen
the hunsan connection 1o mature ard their investreent in the urban fonest.

+  Tncrease organized irec plantings and foster moce pablic-privace parmerships to provide opportunitics for public
invalv et

Sources: American Forests (19006a) and dee Mational Steatepie Plan (MUCFAC 19593)




MNeeds and Action

Quality Management of Plysical Resources

The physical resources include atmosphere (air), hydrosphere (water), and
lithosphere (soil). Urban and community forests as an important part of the
biosphere interact with and depend on these physical resources. American
Forests reported that an estimated ecological value of the ULS. wrban forests
iz ahout 540 billion dollars. Quality management of these physical resources
is the key to ensure a healthy urban and community forest ecosystem.

ATR QUALITY

Polluted air threatens public health, property, animal, and plant life. Trees can remove air
pollution by intercepting particulates and absorbing gasecus pollutants, For example, Forest
Service research (Nowak 1994a) shows that the urban forests in Chicago in 1991 removed an
estimated 15 metric tons of carbon monoxide (C0), 84 tons of sulfur dioxide (S0,), 89 tons of
nitrogen dioxide (NO,), 191 tons of ozone (), and 212 tons of particulate matter less than 10
microns in size. The estimated value of pollution removal was $9.2 million. Large, healthy trees
remove about 60 to 70 times more pollution than small trees. Planting of 500,000 trees in Tueson
was projected to reduce particulates by 8,000 tons per vear al an average annual avoided cost
savings of 1.4 million dollars. Cleancr air will also result in reduced
health care costs, For many eities with severe air pollution problems,
tree specics with high tolerances for air pollutants, lenger penods of
leal retention (e.g., conifers), and rough or hairy leaf surfaces (oak,
birch, sumac etc.) should be selected, with consideration given fo
relative hydrocarbon emission rates of various species ([SA 1993).

CARBON STORAGE

Increasing levels of atmosphenc carbon dioxide (CO,) and other “greenhouse” gases are thought
by many to be leading to increased aimospheric temperatures through the trapping of certam
wavelengths of radiation in the atmosphere. Trees in urban areas offer the double benefit of
direct carbon storage and the avoidance of CO, production by fossil-fuel power plants through
energy conservation from properly located trees. Trees throughout the Chicago area store
approximately 5.6 million tons of carbon (Nowak 1994h). Rowntree and Nowak (1991) have
estimated that approximately 800 million tons of carbon are currently stored in LS. urban
forests, with an annual increase of 6.5 million tons. Using control costs of 528 per ton of carbon
(California Energy Commission 1993), it could be implied from this estimate that the carbon-
storing capacity of ULS, urban forests exceeds 522 billion, Thus, planting and mantaining urban
forests are a cost-cffective tool for eities to offset the increasing CO, level in the atmosphere.
Because growth and mortality rates affect removal of atmospheric carbon by trees, sequestration
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and storags of carbon eould be maximized by selecting fast-growing, long-lived species and
ensuring their health and survrval (I5A 1993).

ENERGY CONSERVATION
ﬂa.?- Cﬂ Trees are economical energy conservation measures becauss they meet the

nesl for energy services to heat and cool buildings 2t a lower cost than is

needed to penerate new energy supplics. Projections from computer

simulations indicate that 100 millicn mature teees in ULS. citics (throe frecs

for every other single family home) could reduce anmual energy use by 50
%’ billien kilowsaits per hour, saving 32 billion in energy costs (McPherson and
Romarralnise ]EI'EH}I Temperatures in cities are typically higher than surrounding rucal aceas because
of reduced air flow, the extent of high density artificial surfaces that store heat, and heat
production from automobiles and buildings. This *urban heat island’ translatcs into greater
amounts of cooling energy expended to maintan human comlort a5 areas become developed.
Trees modify ¢limate by 1) reducing solar gain from shading of structures snd surfaees, 7)
lowering dry bulb temperatures through evapotranspiration (ET), and 3) medifying wind specd
and direetion (Huang et al, 1937},

People have the largest impaet on the land and can make the most cost-effective improvements.
American Farests reported that, in a Frederick, Maryland new development, when trees were
placed around new homes for purely acsthotic reasons, their encrgy conservation valie was only
$3,800, When trees were steategically planted around the same homes for energy conservation,
the valie increased to 316,200, In Tucson and Miatni, reductions in annual cooling encrgy use
fromm dense tree shade were directly estimated to save 5249 and 5233 per home, respectively,
with west wall shade providing the greatest savings (MePherson et al. 1988). In Chicago,
inereasing tres cover by 10% (or about three trees located in optimal energy-conserving locarions
per building) could reduce total heating and eooling energy use by 5% to 10% (2350 to 390)
(MWicPherson 1994a). Planting “solar friendly™ trees to the south and cast can minimize the energy
penalty associated with blocking irradiance during the heating season. Using energy-cfficicnt
landscapes are strongly recommended.

Windbreaks can reduce heating energy neads by lowenng air
exchange rates, 1.e., by minimizing the passage of air into 2nd
gut of buildings {Dewalle and Hesler 19388). Consequently,
plantings for wind control may provide substaniial heating
energy savines mn windy and cold winter climates. In
Penngylvania, coniferous windbreak plantings reduced wind -l-fil
speeds by 50% and saved 6.6% of heating cnergy for mobile .ll
homes (Walk et al. 1985), Evapoiranspiration (ET) is the water
taken in by plant roots and transpired through plant cuticls and .
openings and evaporated from vegetative surlaces. About 60% to T ::rE'thn: solar cnergy
received by a tree is veleased dunng the process of ranspiration (Bematzky 1978 and Qi ct al.




1991). ET can lower building surface temperatures {McPherson et al. 1988) and reduce cooling
loads up to 17% (McPherson et al. 1993),

Research has suggested that regional differences in climate will in large part dictatc management
decisions aimed to conserve energy use. In all climates, however, siting trees opposite west walls
and shading air conditioncrs can lower cooling energy use, In warm chmates, cooling breezes
should not be blocked. In cooler climates of the north where heating costs exceed cooling costs,
tree plantings for wind control will be most beneficial, and tree shade should be minimal in the
winter, Species selection to optimize tree effects should be bascd on crown density, size and
form throughout the year (ISA 1993),

WATER

P Vegetation is part of the water cycle sinee it intercepls, stores and
4 £o B4 uses water. As arcas become developed, the relative amount of
impervious surface increases, i.e., parking lots, roads and

buildings, and begins to dominate s0il and vegetative land cover.
Consequently, soil infiltration is reduced, therchy intensifying the volume and rate of runeff and
increasing pollution loads. These effects canse flooding and water quality problems (Ripely and
Ellertsen 1971). Increasing vegetative cover in cities can potentially mitigate many of the
hydrologic impacts of urban develapment.

Henson and Rowntree (1985) found that for a 12-hour storm, the existing tree canopy of Sall
Lake City reduces runoff by 17% or 11.3 million gallons. Trees intercept
rainfall and reduce runofT, therchy functioning like retention/detention basing
essential to many communities. Savings in storm waler management costs
from trees in Tucson were caleulated at $0.18 per tree per year or 5600,000
over 500,000 trees and 40 years, Reduced runoff due to rainfall interception
can also reduce storm water treatment costs in many communities { Dwyer
1991). According to American Forests (1996b), 10% of tree canopy cover in
Dade County in Florida reduces storm water flow by up to 15%.

According to the U.S, Department of Agriculture, the U.S. lozes 5.4 billion
tons of soil annually from cropland, pasture and range. Soil scientists estimate
the erosion factor on developed arcas is 10 times greater than on cropland, 200
times greater than on pasture, and 2,000 times greater than on forests (Maslow
1977). Vegetation and litter protect soil aggregates, thus diminishing erosion
and consequently improving storm water quality by reducing sediment. If
trees are not retained or replaced during development, the damage to streams,
rivers and other waterways from urban runoff can be substantial.
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Forested and natural arcas within or near communities can potentially function as a filter for
effluent and storm water, with resulting increases in tree growth, improved waler quality from
trec uptake of nutrients, removal of sediments, and groundwater recharge (Corbett 1980).
Referencing studies in the Washington, DLC., and Baltimore, Maryland, vicimity, Lull and Sopper
(19659} noted that sediment yields of forested lands were about 50 tons per square mile per year,
while developing areas could reach 25,000 to 50,000 tons of sediment per square mile per year.
With 1.12 tons of soil per cubic vard (Griffin 1972), a cost for removing this quantity ol
sediments from sireets at an average of 53 per cubic vard (Obert 1977) would range from
$224,000 to 5448,000 per square mile per year, giving an implied value for trees preventing this
amount of sediment,

Recycling

“Reduce, Reuse, Recyele™ are three key words that Americans hear and vse oflen as we continue
to generate 180 te 200 million tons of municipal solid waste each year. It is estimated that yard
waste (includes tree and landscape residues) accounts for roughly 18% of this municipal solid
waste (Whiltier et al, 1995). Currently about 60% of the waste wood and paper goes to the
landfill and about 25% is recyeled (USDA Forest Service 1991). The amount of waste wood and
paper is estimated to be equivalent to an annual harvest of 3 million acres of southern pine
plantations. “Recycling Municipal Trees” by Cesa et al. (1994) 15 a new
guide for marketing sawlogs from street trec removals in municipalities. By
ingreasing our efforts in reeyeling dry woed and waste, urban tree and
landscape residues, and paper products, we can help reduce environmental
pollution, conserve our forest resources, and generate cconomic
opportunities, such as sawmilling urban waste logs (Blanche and Canno
1996). Thus, recycling is a strong justification for congerving and managing
our urban forests,

The earth is viewed as a closed system with sunlight as the only source of
input from outside. In nature, there is no such thing as waste, Everything
else is recycled. It is when humans interrupt this natural recycling proccss
that results in the piling up of wastes and the generation of pollutants. Thus,
there is a nced for urban dwellers to understand the natural eycles of our
forest if we are to be effective in maintaining and sustaining them. Humans
must find ways to reconnect these cycles (Kollin 1994, 1995} and bring
about a sustainable city through pollution and waste reduction and
increased energy usge efficiency (Gangloff 1995). If our community foresis
are well maintained and the natural eyeles are reconnected, trees live
langer; hazard trees are exceplions, ree removals are less common,
energy use efficiency is increased and our community forests are more
sustainable.
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Landscape Aesthetics and Recreation

In urban areas, contact with nature is limited. Greenery within cities may provide the only
appartunity for city dwellers to expericnce the seasonally changing sounds, smells, and sights of
natural arcas and the plant and amimal life they support, Current research has shown trees to be
among the most important features contributing to the aesthetics of residential streets and
community parks. Perceptions of aesthetics and personal safety have been measured and
statistically related to manageable features such as number of trees per acre and view distance.
Park and arboretum visitors have reported that trees and forests provide settings for significant
emotional and spiritual experiences (Dwyer et al. 1989, Dwyer 1991).

Maintaining the quality of the recreation experience around urban areas will require substantial
improvement in the size and condition of our parks. Managers will have to develop techniques
for cvaluating the condition of their trees and replacing them on a regular basis (Schroeder &
Green 1985). However, the use of urban parks will continue to increase and will go beyond the
capability of existing parks unless new areas are added.
The condition of the trecs in urban parks has been
declining for many years. In Baltimore's largest park,
the rate of loss has been ten to one for the period 1975
to 1985, In Chicago's Reed-Keppler Park, a study by
Tom Green formally with the Morton Arboretum shows
53% of the existing trees will die in the next 20 years,
Increased use of parks stresses trees, making conditions
for growth more difficult (Green 1934).

.

Property Values and Economic Impact

Forests are major capital assets to America’s communities. Street
trees alone number some 60 million representing an estimated
330 billion price tag and potential for 380 billion value if
properly managed and cared for (Schoeneman and Doylel1992).
Mowak (1993) calculated that the urban forest of Oakland,
California had a price tag of $385.7 million, with residential trees
accounting for 38.6% of the total. Trees destroyed in the 1991
Oakland fire were valued at 526.5 million. Economie benefits

b N ’ from urban forests can be realized mdirectly from increased tax
revenues and income levels from new industry attracted by urban
forest amenities, and directly from increased property values.

Property values can be up to 27% higher in areas with well tended trees compared with similar
areas with no trees (Payne 1973). In a New York town, Morales ¢t al. (1983) attnbuted 9,300 in
higher sale prices to the presence of trees. Anderson and Cordell {1988) surveyed sales of
residential properties in Athens, Georgia, from 1978 to 1980, The average house sold for 3.5% to
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4.5% more for having five trecs in its front vard. Trees are a part of a town’s infrastructure, and if
praoperly planted and maintained they appreciate in value while other components of the
infrastructure depreciate. For example, corvect pruning on a four-year eycle can increase trec
value 2% a vear. In contrast, mcorrect promng, such as wpping, can lower values by as much as
Q0% (Arbor Age 1987). In addition, maintaining tree health and selecting the right tree for the
right place will increase property and overall tree values (ISA 1993).

There is also the broad contnbution of urban forest resources to the coconomic vitality of o city,
neighhorhoeed or subdivision. Many areas sirive (o be designated as a “Tree City USA" which is
certified by the National Arbor Day Foundation’s Tree City USA program. To become a “Tree
City USA" requires commitment of local finances, administrative and government resources to
urban and community tree activities, and citizen involvement. Community action programs that
start with trees and forests often spread to other aspects of the commumity and result in
suhstantial economic development (Dwyer 1991).
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Social Well Being

There is strong evidence that urban trees and forests can make significant
contributions to the physical and mental health of wrbamtes as well as help
speed their recovery from surgery, Hospital patients with window view of
trees recover significantly faster and with fewer complications than
comparable patients without access to such views. Trees help reduce the
stress many people experience in urban settings and they ereate feelings of
relaxation and well-being (Ulrich 1984, 1986, Ulrich et al. 1991).

Urlsan forests help build stronger commumnifies and in doing so, they contnbute to lower levels of
violence in the home. Urban and community forests can help satisfy
important human philosophical and emotional needs. Active involvement
in trec-planting programs has been shown to enhance 3 community's sense
of social identity, self-esteem, and territoriality, and it teaches residents
that they can work together to choose and control the condition of their
environmaent (Dwyer 1991).

Wildlife

Community forests provide wildlife habitat, which is one of the least
acknowledged, but widely appreciated uses. Studies indicate that urban
residents want (o observe wildlife in their cities. The 1985 Survey of Fishing,
Hunting and Wildlife Associated Recreation, by the LS. Fish and Wildlife
Service, rep::urm that 109.7 million people, over half the adult population,

: participates in wildlife-related activities, such as feeding, =

observing, or photographing wild animals. OF these, 96% enjoy these

activities around their homes. Many urban dwellers now value wildlife in

their immediate environment as evidenced by increasingly positive public S
attitudes toward urban wildlife. o
.«.E% "

Wildlife in cities may offer greater opportunities for environmental education and non-
consumptive recreation than remote locations becawse of the proximily to large numbers of
people {Shaw et al. 1985). It is commonly believed that only animals from outside the city use
greemways to enter urban areas, However, the opposite is true; because of the high diversity of
plant life and abundance of foods, much of the wildlife is native to these corridors (Tylka 1987).
The highest bird density occurred in the area of largest trees, greatest tree species richness and
area of weedy growth. A study in Tucson shows a strongly positive relationship between density
of native bird species and volume of native vegetation (Mills et al. 1989). Community frees, as
one component of urban wildhife habitat, ¢an be managed 1o encourage wildlife populations.
Maintenance of multi-layered canopies of a high species diversity within patches of
interconnected greenspace is recommended (ISA 1993},
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Effects of Natural Disaster

Matural disasters pose many threatens to the health and vitality of our urban
and commurnuty forests. Freeze, fire, drought, flood, tormadoes, humcane,
lighting and ice storms are the major adverse environmental factors that
damage trees and forests, as well as many nonnative or exotic invasive
species that can also become a nature disaster, such as Australia pine grown
in Florida. Each eity or commumity needs to prepare a disaster mmtigaton
plan suited to their local situation, The
publication entitled “The Storms Over the Urban Forest™ (Burban
and Andresen,1994) has valuable information for community
leaders interested in planning for and responding to natural
disasters,

Municipal Tree Program Budgets and Volunteer Action

Urban [orest management requires investment of cconomie resources for
establishment, preservation, and care of community trees. McPherson et al.
{1993} surveyed tree programs in cities across the U5, for program costs.
Ten program related costs were identified and included average values by
diameter inch for pruning (53 to 87), tree removal (£15 to $18) and stump

ol removal (54 to $5), and per tree per year costs for liability (31), pest and
disease control ($0.88 to 52), inspection (30.92), program administration (30.92), and
infrastructure repair costs for walk-curb-gutter ($2.3) and sewer and water (30.75). In Chicago,
projected benefit-cost ratios were largest for trees planted in residential yards and public housing
sites {3.5:1), and least for parks (2.1:1) and highways (2.3:1) (McPherson, 1994Db).

An extensive survey of municipal tree managers by Kielbaso (1988) showed that mean tree care
budeets represent from 02% to 09% of total municipal budgets in cities with populations over
100,000 and up to 1.91 % in citics with populations below 5,000. Most municipal forestry
expenditures are targeted for street and some for park plantings. Based on 2 national average,
more than 50% of tree care budgels are allocated to trimming, removal, and disposal, 14% to
planting and the remainder to supervision, pest and diseage control, watering, storm, and other
miscellaneous expenditures, Only 39% of the municipal programs surveyed systematically
provide tree care. The other 61% are limited to responding to emergency calls. In many
municipalities, some kind of contracted or volunteer service is used.
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Another intensive survey on municipal tree management projects and managers conducted by
Tschantz and Sacamano (1994) consisted of 1,228 communities across the United States, The
study shows clearly that, while municipal administrators believe the urban forest is important,
especially for beautification and increased quality of life, funding for municipal tree management
is on the decline and municipal budgets for tree care activities have decreased significantly from
1987 to 1994,

It is important for communities o seek alternative funding sources
to maintain the health and benefits of the urban forest. As such,
public support is essential to a successful program, Citizens not only
influcnce decision on how tax dollars are spent, but they can also
cantribute money, labor and other resources to urban forests through
volunteer programs. Networks of citizen's groups across the nation
provides support for continued community action and assistance to
new volunteer organizations as they begin developing their own
local initiatives. A national coalition of grass root tree groups such as Alliance For Community
Trees play an important role in planting and management of urban and community forests across
the cities and towns in the 1S, Volunteer action is essential to the success of sustaining urban
and community forest resources and program activities.

Managing the Ecosystem

The word “ecosystem” deseribes both our “house” or communily and the web of life that
conneets everything on the planet. Ecosystem is defined as the interaction of a group of
organisms (plants, animals, and microbes) and their physical environments {air, water, soil) that
sustain life. Cities are ecosystems of many species of plants and animals. Ecological
management of urban and community forests recognizes the interdependence of all these
components and takes a holistic approach to maintain healthy ecosystems. The purpose is lo
integrate and maintain the natural systems into our human-made community systems to maintain
biological diversity and community sustainability (NASF 1994).

Today, federal and statc land-management agencies are managing ecosystems to bring a science-
based approach to caring for complex landscapes. The ecosystem-based management process is
guided by the principles of conservation, sustainability, diversity and connectivity, which have
been defined in both ccological and social terms. Ecosystem-based management (USDA Forest
Service 1993, 1994) is a planning and decision making process thal has been developed to
facilitate the integration of natural and social systems into the community development process.
We have the ability to understand, adjust, and monitor community development to support
natural and social systems through Geographical Information Systems {GIS) and other tools. But,
a more holistic and inclusive process for planning and management is needed to preserve viable
natural systems in association with current land use pattemns (Elmendorf 1996).
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Managing the ecosystem requires integration of many professional disciplines at greater levels of
participation and cooperation of knowledgeable, committed and enthusiastic community leaders.
These include urhan foresters, soil scientists, arborists, horticulturists, entomologists,
pathologists, landscape architects, ecologists, economists, regional planners, sociologists,
wildlife biologists, fish biologists, community leaders, and concemed citizens and volunteers.
Stewart Pequignot, Chairman of Urban Farestry Committee of NASF, writes:

The challenge to urban forest managers in the 19905 and beyond 15 to manage the entire forest as a
vigble, functional and sustaimable system. This ecological approach is a fundamental step towards
enhancing environmental benefits of the urban forests, This approach will produce desired
resource valaes, products and conditions. The opplication of this management approach will
sustain the diversity and productivity of our urban forests, For it to be successful, managers must
coordinate natural progesses with land-use planning and community development initiative and a
community's social, historie, pelitical and coonomic resources (Pequignot 1996).

National Education Program and Public Outreach

Over the last 10 years, national educational programs in urban forestry,
arboriculiure, and related ficlds have increased significantly. ISA{1995) has
compiled a computerized database of curricula catalog of all the institutions of
higher education {universitics, community colleges, and equivalent
ingtitutions) in urban forestry and related fields worldwide. In the United
States, about 30 institutions located in 26 states provide urban forestry related curricula. These
institutions are crucial for producing urban forestry professionals (urban foresters, arborists,
horticulturists, research scientists and managers) and providing career training opportunities in
urhan forestry and related fields.

Diversification of the job foree has increased over the last five years. The nation’s first B.S.
degree program in urban forestry was established at Southem University and A&M College in
1991 with support from the USDA Forest Service. This program has graduated more than 20
African-American students with B.S, degrees in urban forestry who are entering the job force in
urban forestry and related fields. In addition, federal, state, private sectors and professional
arganizations like ISA, American Forests and Society of American Foresters, are working
together to provide continuing education opportenities and information in urban forestry to the
general public and tree groups.

To enhance urban forestry education, we need to identify and promote a model curriculum for
urban forestry education at the college and university levels, encourage professional groups to
establish certification for professionals such as ISA certification program for arborists, develop a
system to support meeting national standards such as accreditation in urban forestry, recruit to
areate diversity in the urban forestry profession, and support quality urban forestry curricula in
vocational or technical secondary education programs. We also need to promote education for
related professions like contractors, city planners, fire safety officials, and public works
employees.



However, educational programs reaching out to youth, general public, private enterprise, and
decision makers need to be assessed and strengthened. As identified in the National Strategic
Plan (NUCFAC 1993), public outreach and career training are imporiant strategics to enhance
our urban and communty forests, In order to so, we need assessments of current levels of
knowledge and information about the care, management, benefits and values of trees, forests and
related resources to establish baseline data for targeted audiences with specific national
educational awareness programs. Youth education should stress hands-on activities with
incorporation of Project Learning Tree, Arbor Day, Global ReLeaf, Project Wild, Tree City
UsA, Urban Tree House, and other programs. Use of diversified media to deliver urban forestry
information, especially through information super highways like the Intemet (World Wide Web,
E-mail, etc.} is one effective tool to reach out to all levels of audience.

Awareness and Participation

Use of national educational programs and outreach strategies to increase the general public and
private sectors” awareness and participation is an important step to ensure a self-sustaining urban
and community forest. The National Strategic Plan (NUCFAC 1993) called for public and
private partnerships in urban forestry. Government cannot improve urban and community
forestry by itself. Private citizens, corporations, and nonprofit organizations must work
cooperatively with local leaders to improve the economic viability and living environment of
towns and cities. Although volunteers, professionals, and local governments can provide
leadership, more funding and imitiative must come from the private sector. Successful programs
developed by the private sector can help encourage other urban and community forestry projects
by motivating citizens and corporations. Recommended actions are (o develop a venture capital
fund for use by urban and commumty forestry businesses, establish federal appropnation for the
Small Business Administration to targe! funding for small businesses in all aspects of urban and
community forestry, and expand and enhance outreach programs for large corporations, small
businesses, nonprofit organizations, community groups, homeowner groups, and individuals to
become involved in wrban and community forestry. [n addition to distnbution of information
about successiul model programs through publications, meetings and conventions, and
professional associations will inéréase awarenéss and participation of target andiences,

All communities must have high quality, self-sufficient programs to manage and improve urban
and community forests. Each local area has situations that require unique solutions, so a close
partnership between local government and citizens is needed, We need to promote the equal
balance of government, privale volunteers in local tree boards and slate advisory councils,
encourage participation in activities that build skills for working with
volunteers, and develop techmical assistance programs specifically for
corporations and civic organizations. We need to encourage local
govemnments and pnvate mdustry to promote volunteer activities by
providing seed money to develop citizen volunteer groups.




Research and Technology Transfer

Urban forest research provides the foundation for managing urban and community forests
{USDA Forest Service 1996), The National Research Agenda for Urban Forestry in the 1990s
(ISA 1991) revealed 13 research needs and six information disscmination needs of vital
importance to urban forest resources in the 1990s.

Rescarch Necds:

Ecological benefits of the urban forest

Economic benefits of the urban forest

Urban tree genstics

Tinvestigation of matching planting site to plant type
Cost-benefits of existing trees versus new plantings
Impact on energy consurgstion Information Dissemination Needs:

Mew tree care equipement, teclmiques, and practices = Environmental benelits of the urban forest
Integrated pest management = Reduction of tres destruction and injury at
Construction and is efTect on wree kealib COMSIIECL Siles

Basie tree oloay Soseral benelte of s wban fooesn

Besource invemtory of the wrban forestry Fundarental tres biclogy

The sole of the urban forest in the wrban scosystem datching of tree to environment and site
Coonmamity involverent with free concems Ecomomic benefits of the urban forest
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In 1993, ISA published “Consolidating and Communicating Urban Forest Benefits"

which summarnzed the current research findings and future research areas for quantifying urban
forest benefits and costs, and developed a computer program called Quanti Tree for
quantification of benefits of urban forcsts using the existing resources. Future research is
summarized in following areas:

Environmental functions: air quality, cnergy use, carbon storage, water quality and storm water
Sociosconomic functions: propenty values, environmantal perception, weban wildiife, tree program cost
Management implication of the environmental and socioeconomic research

Insect and disease research

Genetics and tree improvement, and innovative tree care technology,

= & & *F W%

Stimulated by federal, state, and private funding for urban forestry and environmental studies,
research activitics in urban foresiry have increased significantly in recent years which involve
many research entities such as USDA, Environmental Protection Agency, professional
organizations (ISA Research Trust, American Forests, ete.), many institutions of higher
education, and local groups. The research findings have contributed much more knowledge to
our current understanding and management of urban forests. The USDA Forest Service takes a
leadership role in providing urban forestry research and information dissemination such as
Chicage Climate Project, the Southem Glabal Change Project, and the NUCFAC's Challenge
Cost=-5hare (CCS) Grants.

The National Strategic Plan (WUCFAC 1993) called for federal, state, and private industries to

support significantly expanded research and assure widespread distnibution of the findings. As
such, there is a current need for conducting a national inventory and assessment of the state of
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current research in urban and community forestry to identify areas for new and expanded
research (Macie 1996). Research and nonprofit erganizations need to communicate and identify
issues of research needs.

The Southem Community Forestry Summit {1996} for example has identified research issues in
the South. These issues cover urban forest ecology and management, sociclogy, economics,
communication, education, recreation, political science, and arboriculture rescarch, It's clear
that the commumity needs for research information cross many disciplines. Thus, researchers
must seek parinerships and collaboration between agencies of various nature and professionals

in varous disciplines.

We need continuing and expanding financial supports from current funding agencies to support
the: rescarch in urban forestry, Most importantly, we nesd to translate urban forestry research for
people outside the profession and use State Forestry Agencies, the USDA Extension Service,
State forestry agencies, and other agencies to dastnbute research findings.

Funding

A gtrong active effort neads 1o be made o continue federal funding for urban
and community foresiry at the national level by all interested partners,. In
addition, there iz a need to stimulate additional funding [rom traditional and
noniraditional sources, and promote private sector funding for urban forestry.
The Mational Strategic Plan calls for increasing traditional and non-
traditional funding of urban forestry by 10% annually over a six year period,
In order to do so, we need to develop private and public partnership projects, provide local
groups with a comprehensive model for private funding partnerships, catalog and publish
sources of government assistance and private sources (i.e., foundations or utility companies),
approach environmental and urban renewal groups about funding wrban and community forestry
projects, and educate local governmental officials and volunteer groups on the benefits of urban
forestry and sources of funding (NUCFAC 1993, 1994), Funding Sources for Community and
Economic Development (Oryx Press’s GRANTS database) by Miner (1997} is an excellent
guide to current sources for local programs and projects, and it's also listed in the World Wide
Web on the Intermet.
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Existing Resources: Pariners and Their Goals

Government

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Granted by the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978, PL 95-313 as amended and the
Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Act of 1978, PL 95-307 as amended, the Forest
Service has legislative authority to provide financial, techmcal, and related assistance in urban
and community forestry to State Foresters or equivalent state officials; cooperate with local
units of government, and o conduct, suppott, and cooperate in research in rural, suburban, and
urban areas. According to the Forest Service’s Naticnal Urban and Community Forestry
Strategic Plan (USDA Forest Serviee 1996), the current and future role of the Forest Service in
urhan and community forestry is to provide national leadership and long-term continuity of
Federal ¢fforts to:

= Zuppon (e development of culfural valoes that recopnize the imporiance of natural resources in populated

areas,

+  Tncrease the capacity of state forestry apensies, local govemments, and the prvade sector o create and
implement local programs that will sustain and mprove wrban and comemunity naiural resources,

+  Bncourage citizens to bocome actively involved in the manogement and profeciion of their urban and
cammnity namral resources.

= Analyze, develop, demonstrate and disseminate scientific information about protecting, managing, and
wtilizing renewable forest resources.

The Federal program emphasizes vital communities through healthy ecosystems, which will
guide the development of the Forest Service’s urban and community forestry effort. The
program implementation sirategies are through {our areas:

Leadership and public policy
Education and communication
Partnerships and the social dimension
Seience and research

Within the federal government, partnership between the Forest Service, the Natural Resources
{Conservation Service, the MNational Park Service, the U5, Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Cooperative State Research, Education and Extension Service, the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Department of Housing and Urban Development is a necessity. Cooperation
and partnership between Federal, state and private sectors will be the key to ensure the
snccessful execution of the urhan and community forestry initiative—vital communities
through healthy ecosystems. To do so, the Federal government needs to continuously support
and significantly increase the current funding levels in urban forestry program for implementing
its program strategies through cooperation with state foresiry agencies.
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STATE AGENCIES

Each state has its own set of agencies responsible for forestry-related issues. Some of these include
the state’s forestry agency, envitonmental management azency and the university system,
Regponsibilities are usually defined through state legislation or statues. Currently, every state has
an urban forestry eoordinator (Appendix 2}, State urban and community forestry coordinators
act as catalvsts in cooperating with the federal government amnd imibiating local aclion.

Today's state forestry agencics realize that onc of the best ways to ¢nhance and sustain the benefits
derived from this resource is [0 assist communities in developing municipal programs that meet
lecal needs. State programs convey how the benefits of a safe, healthy and functional urban forest
resource can address community needs, as well as demonstrate how to consistently obtain these
benefits through mumeipal programs.

The current trend for most states is to view their roles as helping local governments and citizen
groups develop and implement an organization that has both the authonty and the ability to
effectively manage the resource. This is referved to as a comprehensive urban forest management
program., Effective programs typically involve four areas:

»  Administrative Commitneenl—Admanistrative support for the program egual to ofher commanity nfrastniciure
SCTYLOLS.

*  Advisory Commuittor—A citizen based comanssion advising local govemiment officials on policies and projects,
recommending new directions and oppoctunitizs, and mbvecating the program's missiomn.

+  Lepislation—A community ordinance provides the program’s legal authority, I should define the program in
termes of its direction, awihority, limdtations, atborcultural specificaticns, and how it will interact with other
COTTAARILY JReries,

& Tunding—aA stable and adequate fanding source from the general revenee, External moneys, siuch as granis, can
be used for specific projects, but should never be relied upon for long term prograr Support.

It has become clear that urban forestry is a local function best carried out through a municipal tree
care program or by citizens. Using this model, the federal govemment's role is to promote the
national awarencss of urban forestry as well as facilitate effective state urban forestry programs.
State programs in turn provide guidance and technical assistance to local governments and citizens
who actually implement urban forestry projects.

With the puch for a balanced budget and the comesponding downsizing of the federal government,
state agencies will have to assume a larger urban forestry role if the current momentum is to be
maintained, A reduetion in federal cost-share grants for local urban forestry will cause state
agencies to look inward for the resources necessary to service their community customers. To
accomplish this, urban forestry partners and state decision-makers must find consensus on the
level of state assistance and financing necessary to ensure that communities have the opportunity
to meet their objectives.

This process is based on the understanding and appreciation that the urban forestry is

accomplished only at the local level. It is only effective by citizen participation in partnerships
with local government, e.g. Savannah model. And, it is sustainable only when it addresses local
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nceds, State government's role is to facilitate local programs in their effort, while the federal
government continues to provide leadership at the national level. As urbanization increases and
government bureaucracy decreases, this relationship must become more productive if America is
going to realize its potential of an enhanced quality of urban life.

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Implementing a commumnity forestry program 15 the responsibility of the local government,
whether it is a city, town, village, county, park district or other entity.

An effective tree care program should include many elements. The most important are best
summarized by the National Arbor Day Foundation’s requirements for Tree City USA. Tree
City USA is a national recognition program for communities with effective tree care programs.

A forestry program needs responsible people to plan and implement actions. Today, the nation’s
2,136 Tree City USA communitics demonstrate & growing commitment to improve the quality of
life through the proper management of its resource. In addition, 381 Tree City USA communities
were recognized with the Growth Award for significant environmental improvement, and
achievement. Many cities have forestny departments or have hired a city forester or arborist;
however smaller towns will often appoint a board to plan for and carry out the program. A set of
rules and regulations regarding trees on public and pnvate property must also be enacted. This
wsnally takes the form of an ordinance. State enabling legislation 15 often needed to ensure the

legality of the ordinance.

A budget to carry ool program activities and enforce the provisions of the ordinance i5 also a
necessity. The budget (a minmimum of 32 per capita) must be large enough to camy out tres
planting, maintenance, and removal programs. In addition, the community should make a
periedic inventory of future trees’ needs. Inventory provides a basis for management planning,

The final requirement for Tres City USA status is the issuance of an Arbor Day proclamation by
the community lezders. Suecessful programs are based on public awareness and support.
Meighborhood and media invalvement in Arbor Day activities and the treg program are essential
for success. State recognition and media coverage of community Arbor Day activities can help
bring about public awareness and support.

Academic/Research Institutions and Professional Organizations

Fifly institutions in the United States provide teaching, research and outrezch opportunities in
urban and community forestoy, The umversifies or instifutions are listed in a computer database
(I5A 1995). Their role is to produce highly educated urban forestry professionals, conduct
sound research to solve urban forestry izsues, and promote public awareness of urban forestry.
Partnership between these institution, federal, state, private industrics, and professional
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organizations is often promoted through grants support and collaboration, However, among
these institutions, only a few of schools offer a degree in Urban Forestry. The rest of the
institutions offer cither a course or degrees in urban forestry related fields. Considering urban
forestry as a relatively young field and current high demand for urban foresters, more
universities should consider offering a degree in urban forestry, or urban forestry as an option
under a traditional forestry degree program.

Organizations, such as the Intermational Society of Arboriculture, American Forests, Society of
American Foresters, Amencan Association of Nurserymen, the National Arbor Day Foundation
and Mational Arborist Association, continue 1o be major influences in promoting community
foresiry activities. For example, [SA Research Trust is very involved in [unding research {more
than 5 150,000 per vear) and developing educational programs for professionals involved in
arboriculture. [SA is an affiliztion of nearly 10,000 professionals invelved in commercial,
municipal, and utility arboriculiure ag well as researchers and educators, Programs offered include
Plant Health Care program, Arbonst Certification program, Research Trust Grants, and many
educational publications, American Forests develop Urban Ecological Analysis service,

CITY green software, Global ReLeaf, Cool Community program, and conduet national urban
forestry conference. These programs have significantly enbanced many teaching, rescarch and
management communities in urban and community forestry.

Citizen-Based, Nonprofit Organizations and Tree Care Industries

Private citizens stimulate action at the local level by becoming involved in public tree planting
programs, informaiion programs, education, demonstration projects, lobbing eflorts in
legislatures, and conferences and workshops. National nonprofit volunteer erganizations, such
as the National Tree Trust (NTT) and the Alhance for Community Trees (ACT), have provided
invaluable support for urban and community forestry.

WTT was established in 1991 and endowed with a grant from the U.5. Congress under the
“America the Beauhiful” intiative designated by the President. The mission of NTT 1sto act as a
catalyst for local volunteer groups in the growing, planting and maintaining trees in rural
communities, urban areas and along highways,

ACT was founded Earth Day 1993 as the nalional support network (0 serve cilizén-based,
arassrools urban and community forestry orgamzations,

Volunteer groups must work together to establish effective relationships with federal, state, and
local governments in promoting tree planting and public action. For example, the Forest Service
reported that in 1995, a total of 52.% million was awarded to more than 600 volunteer
arganizations and invalved 395,000 volunteers in community-based projects.

The private sector can meet the urban forestry needs of many communities across the nation.
The tree care industry is a multi-billion dollar industey. It 18 represented by many organmizations
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from a wide variety of disciplines including arboriculture, civil engineening, consulting,
forestry, home building, horticulture, landscape architecture, landscape contragting, planning,
real estate appraisal, and others. The people in this indusiry are dedicated to improving the
quality of life in communities and many are ready to cnter into partnerships with local, state,
and federal agencies 1o achigve that goal.

Program Recommendations

This assessment makes the following recommendations to federal, state, and local governments,
and the private sector to enhance urban and community forest resources and strengthen urban
and community forestry programs across the nation.

1. Foster strong partnerships between federal, state, local, and private scctors in implementing
NUCFAC's National Strategic Plan.

2. Establish national, regional, and local initiatives and incentives that assist communities in
the implementation of an ecosystem-based management of wrban and community forest
resources. Use modemn technology (i.e., Geographic Information System and Global
Position System) to enhance our vision of future urban and community forests,

3. Develop long-term cost-effective management plans for urban and community forests at
state and local levels; toward maximizing ecological, economie, and social benelits of urban

and community forest resources,

4. Incrcase the budget for management, education, and research in urban and community
forestry at federal, state, and local governments”® levels.

5. Develop and promote national, regional, and local education programs in urban and
community forestry to increase public awareness and participation.

6. Encourage and support academic institutions for higher education and professional
organizations to offer urban forestry degrees and related programs and to provide and train
urban forestry professionals to meet the national demand for managing urban forest
TCSOMICES,

7. Continue to support and expand urban forestry research and demonstration projects.
Increase funding for urban and community forestry research and technology transfer as
priotitized in the National Research Agenda for 1990s.
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8. Support and encourage citizen-bazed volunteer organizations nationwide and recognize their
roles in successiul implementation of uthan and community forestey programs and
management for vital and healthy urban ecosystems.

9. Develop strategies to promote all communities to recyele, reduce, and reuse urban waste
W,

10. Develop disaster preparedness and mitigation strategies st the community level to reduce
the cost asseciated with natwral disesters.

Forestry: A Community Tradition

Trees are 5o nuch a part of oue lives that few people would dispute their valwe. There are mors
than 69 million acres of urban forests that are agcociated with the nation’s 45,000 commumibies,
and in which reside nearly 80 porcent of the nation’s population. These forests are vital to
millions of Americans. Currently, more than 8,200 compunities participate in urban forestry
programs and neacly 400,000 volunteers have been involved in varions Forest Service-
sponzored wrban forestny programs nationwids, The urban and community forestoy movement
has matured over the Llast 15 years from managing street trees to understanding the benefits of
irees in urban ecosystems. This report highlights the accomplishments of the vrban and
cofmmunity forestry movement; examines the trends in urban and community forestry; evaluates
the economic, ecological, environmental, and social walues of forests and trees (o communities;
and makes recommendations for federal, state, and local governunents, and the private sector to
enhance wrban and communily forests.

Forestry is a community (radition, To keep il adradition, the recommeandations made 1o thas
report need to e implemented. Such action could stimulate all communities to develop and
enbange forest ranagement programs and help to achieve a vital commmunity through a healthy
ecosystem. Only you can keep forestne a community tradition. Keep the iradition alive by ledting
others know about the benefits and neads of urban and community forests.
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Seventh American Forest Congress Results
Relative to Urban and Community Forestry

Note: The three pereenfages in each parentfesis indtcare levels of afffrorarion i arder of agree, mized feclings but
willing ta accept, and aisegree. The following are the selected visfon elemerts ard prineisies relarive ro the Urban
and Community Foresfry, For delails please rofor to Seventh Amevican Forest Congress final report (1995).

¥ision Elements: In the future our forest ...

B Will be held in a variety of public, private, tribal, land grant and trust ownership by owners
whose rights, objectives and expectations are respected and who understand and accept their
responsibilitics as stewards (S90%, 7%, 3%).

B Will be enhance by peheies that encourage both public and private investment in long-term
sustainable forcst management (89%, 6%, 5%).

B Will sustainably provide a range of goods, services, experiences and values that contribute
community well-being, cconomic opportunity, social and personal satisfaction, spiritual and
cultural fulfillment, and recreational enjoyvrment (88%, 8%, 4%%).

B Will be maimtained and enhanced across the landscape, expanding through reforestation and
reforestation where ecologically and culturally appropriate, in order to meet the needs of an
expanding human population (85%, 10%, 5%).

B Will be shaped by natural forees and human actions that reflect the wisdom and values of an
informed and engaged public, community and social concerns, sound scientific prnciples,
local and indigenous knowledge and then need to maintain options (84%, 11%, 5%).

B Will be managed consistent with strategies and policies that foster integrity and maintain a
broad range of ecological and social values and benelits (9%, 14%, 7%5).

B Will contribute to strong and vital rural and urban communities that benefit from, project
and enhance the forests in their vicinity (78%, 16%, 10%).

B Will be acknowledged as vital by citizens who are knowledgeable and involved in
stewardship and who appreciated the contribution of forests to the economic and
environmental quality of life (67%, 21%, 12%).

B Will provide a sustainable level of products and benefits that satisfy society's needs becansc
contributions from more efficient utilization, recyeling and other efforts reduce
consumption. { 34%, 31%%, 35%)



Principles: People Actions Should Ensure...

B Voluntary cooperation and coordination among individuals, landowners, communitics,
organizations and govemnments are encouraged to achieve shared ecosystem goals. (3%,

9%, 6%)

B Comprehensive, integrated and well organized research 1s well funded. Tt is designed and
conducted in collaboration with stakeholders to ensure for sociely the countless benefits of
our forest ecasystems. Knowledge and technology products are effectively distributed,
tested and implemented. (76%, 12%, 11%)

B Urban and community forest ccosystems will be valued, enhanced, expanded and
perpetnated. (74%, 15%, 11%)

B Management of forests should sustain ecosystem structure, functions and processes at the
appropriate temporal and spatial levels, (70%s, 2006, 1094)

B Forestry policy and management decisions must reflect the interdependence of diverse
urhan, suburban, and rueral communities, (69%, 17%, 14%)

B Forests provide a broad range of social, environmental, cultural and economic resources and
benefits. (67%, 20%%, 13%:)

B Forests are a global resources that sustain the health of the planet and its inhabitants, Cur
forest stewardship must recognize the trends of global population, consequential supply and
demand.(67%, 21%, 12%)

B People's actions should ensure factual information and education concerning forests be
readily available, engaging and actively disseminated to all. (61%, 20%, 19%)

B Forestry decisions should take into account the concems of an increasingly diverse 1.5,
population, as well as the needs of the forests, while linking benefits and responsibilities

within the communities. (50%, 26%, 24%)

B The forest related options that are available today shall be maintained for future generations,
(45%, 26%, 29%)

B Interdependence of people and forests are recognized and respected, including the
importance contribution forests make to social, economic, and community well-being, and
the: regponsibility of commumnities to support balanced stewardship of all forest values. (44%,
25%, 31%)
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